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Abstract 
The article focuses on a specific extension of the anthropomorphic conceptual metaphor in the novel “Jerry of the Islands” by 
Jack London. By applying Conceptual Metaphor Theory and frame semantics to the text, we discover the mappings that serve to 
recreate the author’s view of animal cognition and communication for the reader. We continue to outline the interconnection of 
extended metaphoric mappings in their relation to the source domains by uniting these concepts under the notion of key textual 
metaphor. We conclude with the outline of the functioning of the key textual metaphor as a coherence device. 
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1. Introduction 
The present study is based mainly on the Conceptual Metaphor Theory as presented by G. Lakoff and M. Johnson 
in their now classical “Metaphors We Live By” (Lakoff, 2003). Although criticism from various points has been 
levelled at the theory (Semino, & Steen, 2008), it has stood the test of time (Lakoff, 2008) and continued to branch 
off into numerous directions, among which are the Neural Theory of Metaphor (Lakoff, 2008) and the approach 
broadly known as Cognitive Poetics (Stockwell, 2002). The former provides a solid scientific basis for the 
Conceptual Metaphor Theory by demonstrating the brain structures underlying complex metaphorical processes. The 
latter applied the Conceptual Metaphor Theory to literary texts, both prose and poetry, as exemplified by (Lakoff, & 
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Turner, 1989). The main assumption of this textbook is that metaphors invented by authors of prose or poetry are, 
essentially, extensions of everyday conceptual metaphors, such as ANGER IS HEAT or LIFE IS A JOURNEY.  
We introduce the notion of key textual metaphor – a metaphor that organizes the conceptual structure of a literary 
text through its realizations on the level of language expressions (Rezanova, 2007; 2010). Key textual metaphor is 
similar to megametaphor, as described by Kovecses (2010) and Semino & Steen (2008). Key textual metaphor 
consists of a number of metaphorical models, which are, essentially, permanent mapping between certain source and 
target domains. 
We assume that metaphorical domains for source and target are structured as frames in the Fillmorean sense – 
networks of slots united by meaningful connections that constitute permanent knowledge structures (Evans 2006). 
Effectively, this represents the process of metaphor comprehension as mapping a certain part of the frame structure 
of the source domain onto the target domain. While this process is basic in everyday metaphor comprehension and 
metaphoric cognition (Lakoff, 2003), it may also serve to produce novel metaphors and, hence, novel 
conceptualizations in works of fiction. In turn, novel metaphors serve as a vehicle for realizing the author’s intention 
in the text, thus revealing his/her particular worldview. The projection of the source domain frame structure may also 
contribute to the comprehension of a more obscure target domain in which the author takes particular interest. In the 
case of our analysis, it is the projection of mental, emotional and social life of a human being onto the dog 
protagonist that organizes the text – the key textual metaphor DOG IS A MAN (Shilyaev, 2012; 2013). 
2. Research design 
2.1. Method 
We began our analysis by selecting the metaphorical expressions related to the dog from the text of the novel (see 
the Materials section). The criterion for defining an expression as a metaphor was the inability of literal reading of 
the textual fragment, for example, “Almost might it be said that he [the dog Jerry] and the man could talk by the 
hour, although few and simple were the abstractions they could talk. . . .” At times the subject (the dog protagonist) 
may be implicit, and the metaphor itself more elaborated, denoting not only the action but also its specific features 
and circumstances, in accordance with the source domain frame. In a similar fashion, we considered metaphorical an 
extended description of the dog’s cognition or social interaction, as in the following example: [the dog] would tell 
Nalasu that he did not hear; next, that he did hear.  
With the aim of distinguishing between a possible literal or non-literal reading of a context we take the position 
widely held among animal psychologists, Morgan’s Canon of Parsimony: “[animal] behavior should be explained 
with reference to mental processes that stand lower on the scale of evolution and development” (Miklosi, 2007). 
Morgan’s Canon was adopted in order to prevent the science of animal minds and emotions from becoming overly 
anthropomorphic (Barnard, 2004), and it is precisely the anthropomorphic metaphor – such as The car won’t start or 
The cat feels guilty about what it’s done – that our analysis focuses on. Thus, all textual fragments that ascribe 
human emotions, cognition or social interaction to a dog will be considered metaphors for the purposes of analysis. 
2.2. Material 
We analyzed the text of the novel “Jerry of the Islands” by Jack London. The text is in public domain and was 
retrieved from Project Gutenberg website (London, 2013a). We focused on selecting the metaphorical expressions 
that portrayed the dog as a talking and thinking being. The total amount of metaphorical expressions identified was 
325. They mainly consisted of subject-predicate pairs, with a large amount of object clauses (normally the content of 
dog’s thoughts/speech) and attributes (characterizing dog as a speaker). The citations taken from the novel are in 
cursive. 
3. Discussion 
The metaphoric expressions denoting the dog’s actions as a speaker have been found to include the following 
(with the dog as subject): to voice, to utter, to mouth, to speak, to talk, to tell, to hold conversations, to appeal, 
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establishment of common speech, to respond, to answer, to inform, to make one’s report, to signify, to announce, to 
pronounce, to evoke in sound. It is interesting to note that a number of these verbs are also used with the dog 
protagonist as the addressee in the process of communication with its owner, which serves to highlight the reciprocal 
nature of communication.  
The dog protagonist, Jerry, learns languages or picks them up in order to communicate about recent events and 
take complex orders from its owner. It learns new words and concepts and later operates them. In order to succeed in 
the process of communication the dog needs to know god-language, have proficiency in the use of it, which is also 
metaphorized as mastery of speech or even gift of tongues. Jerry possesses an articulate mouth that, nevertheless, is 
only capable of reproducing a certain kind of whisper signals.  
Surprisingly, these signals can code for a definite and fairly large or prodigious vocabulary. The dog protagonist 
is demonstrated as capable of distinguishing between a word and a non-word, as well as perceiving the human 
emotions behind the speech directed at it: the words of a loving master were broad of praise and warm of love. The 
language the dog “speaks”, having been taught by its owner, has “words” that are quick and sharply definite, all 
monosyllables, and a veritable shorthand of speech. 
At the same time, the words that the dog knows and uses itself are metaphorically represented as having linguistic 
properties: they have definiteness of sound and meaning, significance and connotation. 
The content of the dog’s vocabulary ranges from a sole word, such as “master”, “taboo”, “his own name”, 
“Mister Haggin”, “god” or commands “speak”, “lie down” to abstract concepts: that it was a strange dog, few and 
simple abstractions, immediate concrete past, among which are numbers: five and more (the dog can count 
unerringly up to five). Both words and the concepts behind them are as truly tools of thought to the dog as they are to 
humans. 
This brings us to believe that the dog is portrayed not only as a communicating, but also thinking subject. In fact, 
the analysis of the metaphors used to describe Jerry’s mental world gives a rich and complex picture. 
The dog is portrayed as a cognitive subject capable of mental actions and states, expressed linguistically either by 
a sole verb, a verb phrase or a derived noun. Jerry can achieve a judgment, acquire knowledge, become conscious of 
a certain fact, either in his inner or outer world, know, comprehend, deem a phenomenon with a characteristic. The 
dog is often portrayed as an active cognitive agent: it investigates,  discovers and understands its surroundings. It has 
the awareness of its current state and apprehension of the things to come. Sometimes Jerry has an insight: certain 
notions can enter his head or enter his mind. 
The content of the protagonist’s consciousness is found to be almost as varied as that of a human. Jerry has 
impressions resulting from perception, ideas, hopes, thoughts, conclusions and classification of things. Some of 
these concepts are less definite and are described metaphorically as intuitions, mysteries or “the unknown”. At times 
the author makes a more prolonged description of the objects of dog’s cognition. These are made either in direct 
speech ascribed to the dog “Life had to be very alive in order to live”, “Where is Skipper?” or by means of object 
clauses: that he [Jerry] might be of assistance to him [the owner], why his mother did not plunge into the water after 
him. 
On the pages of the novel Jack London gives a detailed, if dispersed, account of the dog’s mental capacities. It 
possesses consciousness (described as the mysterious center of all his activities that is called consciousness) and 
subconsciousness (subtle processes of his brain). Accordingly, Jerry’s actions may be performed consciously or 
subconsciously. The consciousness, in turn, has the quickest part or the foreground, where the highest thinking 
processes take place. Often, Jack London uses metonymy to refer to the dog’s consciousness by employing such 
lexemes as heart and head, mind or brain.  
The dog’s mental concepts have different levels of clarity: some of them are clear, unmistakable, while others are 
nebulous and vague. Moreover, Jack London often portrays Jerry’s mental processes by using negation. Negation is 
most often expressed by using the adverb not (not know, not be aware of, not realize), a negative prefix 
(misappraise) or the preposition without, as in the next fragment: One thing Jerry knew without knowing that he 
knew, namely, that in the few hours he had been with Skipper he loved him more than he had loved Derby and Bob, 
who, with the exception of Mister Haggin, were the only other white-gods he had ever known. He was not conscious 
of this. 
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Jack London states explicitly that there are some concepts that the dog had but could not tell its owner about: 
Jerry could no more tell him of Meringe, nor of the Arangi, than could he tell him of the great love he had borne 
Skipper, or of his reason for hating Bashti. We believe that here the author makes use of both extensions of the 
conceptual anthropomorphic metaphor – the frame structures of human communication and human cognition are 
projected onto the behavior of a dog (for Jack London’s justification of this literary practice, see his essay “The 
Other Animals” (London 2013b). This position is briefly stated in the text of the novel: He did not know how or why 
he did it any more than does the philosopher know how or why he decides on mush and cream for breakfast instead 
of two soft-boiled eggs. 
The image of a “talking dog” is naturally intertwined with that of a “thinking dog”. Both source domains for 
communication and cognition appear to interact on the conceptual level by sharing the slots for concepts and actions.  
We believe that the metaphorical expressions analyzed here show a certain systematicity that can be explained in 
terms of frame structure. There are two conceptual metaphors at work in this case.  
One is DOG IS A COMMUNICATOR and as such, it has all the necessary properties and actions: it is connected 
with the addressee (human) in the act of communication (the verbs), which conveys a certain message (the words or 
utterances) that has certain properties (meaning, etc.) by using a certain code (language, vocabulary). In the process 
of reading the novel, this frame structure is mapped onto the target domain, thus creating the image of a “talking 
dog”. 
Another conceptual metaphor is DOG IS A CONSCIOUS SUBJECT. Here the frame structure of the source 
domain (conscious human subject) is structured as follows: the agent performs certain actions or experiences mental 
states. Both states and actions have ideas and thoughts as their objects. Linguistically, these are typically manifested 
as verbs with noun (noun phrases) or clauses as their objects. The objects and actions have properties (vague/ly, 
clear/ly, etc.), and so do agents (consciousness, mind). This basic frame structure is mapped onto the behavior of the 
dog. As a result, this behavior, unclear at first sight, is construed as conscious and willing, thus allowing to make a 
dog into a protagonist of a literary work. 
Both conceptual metaphors DOG IS A COMMUNICATOR and DOG IS A CONSCIOUS SUBJECT can be 
viewed as models in the higher-order key textual metaphor DOG IS A MAN. We discovered that the frame 
structures of their source domain often interact by sharing slots and their fillers to produce a coherent metaphoric 
picture of a “dog talking and thinking”. For instance, the “words” that the dog uses to communicate with its owner 
fill the slots of objects of speaking in the source domain frame structure of the metaphor DOG IS A 
COMMUNICATOR. At the same time, these slots are objects of cognition in the source domain frame structure of 
the metaphor DOG IS A CONSCIOUS SUBJECT. In frame modelling these slots are shared for the purpose of 
representational economy, at the same time reflecting the connection between communication and cognition. 
The extraordinary elaboration of metaphorical mappings helps set aside the main character in “Jerry of the 
Islands” from other dogs that had been portrayed by Jack London (for the analysis of other works see (Shilyaev 
2012, 2013). The creative opportunities that the key textual metaphor DOG IS A MAN provides for the development 
of the storyline allowed Jack London to put the dog into situations no other dog hero of his had been put before. This 
is especially evident in the next fragment, which is heavily laden both conceptually and emotionally: in vain Jerry 
tried it [talking] on the lady-god. Sitting squatted on his haunches, his head bowed forward and held between her 
hands, he would talk and talk and elicit never a responsive word from her. With tiny whines and thin whimperings, 
with whiffs and whuffs and growly sorts of noises down in his throat, he would try to tell her somewhat of his tale. 
4. Conclusion 
The obscure nature of our concepts about how dogs think and act results in the low level of detail in the 
corresponding frame – the frame of dog communication and behavior. Metaphorization is the process that allows to 
map a more elaborated and concrete frame structure from the source domain of human cognition, interaction and 
emotion onto the corresponding, but more indefinite domains of the dog. Therefore, we believe that the extension of 
anthropomorphic conceptual metaphor by Jack London works to create via mapping the absent conceptual structure, 
that is, the structure of a dog’s cognition and communication in the mind of the reader. This metaphor is key to the 
coherence of the text: by organizing it at the conceptual level, it makes for all the metaphoric expressions which 
concern dogs on the linguistic level. It helps create the vivid image of the dog protagonist by lending the linguistic 
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resources from one sphere (human cognition and communication) to another (dog cognition and behavior). As such, 
it is, perhaps, the main vehicle for the realization of the author’s intention and thought. However, the key textual 
metaphor DOG IS A MAN is constrained by the language conventions and the genre of the text. The degree to 
which each of these factors influences mapping processes remains to be investigated. 
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